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REMARKS 

Applicants appreciate the thorough examination of the application by the 
examiner. 

IN THE CLAIMS 

Claims 1-24 are in the application. Claims 1, 11 and 19 are independent claims. 
The remaining claims are dependent claims and depend directly or indirectly from the 
independent claims. Applicants have amended claims 1, 9, 11, 17 and 19. Applicants 
have amended claims 8 and 16. Applicants have added new claims 23 and 24. 

Claims 1-4, 6-7, 11-14 and 19-21 are rejected under 35 USC 102(a) as being 
anticipated by Beom-Seok Lee (Pub. NO.: 2003/0234799 Al). Applicants respectfully 
traverse the examiner's assertions. 

Examiner asserts that Lee teaches all of the elements described in Applicants' 
present invention. Applicants submit that the claims as amended are distinguished from 
Lee. The independent claims contain an element that makes a determination of whether a 
detected user movement is a valid movement. This movement validity involves 
determining whether the user has moved beyond a threshold distance and the time 
amount of time the user remains beyond the threshold distance. It is not the desire of 
Applicants' invention to constantly adjust the screen. If the user changes location in 
order to retrieve some materials and then returns to the local area, the screen should not 
make an adjustment to the display screen. 

In order to sustain a rejection under 102(a) the cited reference must describe each 
element of a claim. Contrary to the examiner's position that all elements are disclosed in 
the cited reference, the step of determining whether said detected user movement is a 
valid movement as described in the claims as amended is not, so the rejection is 
unsupported by the art and should be withdrawn. 

Claims 5, 15 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable 
over Beom-Soek Lee as applied to claims 1-4, 11-14 and 19-21 and further in view of 
Michael Dunn (Patent No.: US 6,890,007). Applicants respectfully traverse the 
examiner's assertions. 
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The Examiner asserts that Lee does not teach determining whether a display has 
multiple sections and when the display does have multiple sections or identifying a 
selected section by a user for adjustment. For the above listed reasons, Applicants submit 
that the there is nothing either cited reference that teach or suggest the step of 
determining whether said detected user movement is a valid movement as described in 
the claims as amended. 

Claims 8-10 and 16-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable 
over Beom-Soek Lee as applied to claims 1-4 and 11-14 and further in view of Gregory 
T. Janky (Patent No.: US 7,050,907). Applicants respectfully traverse the examiner's 
assertions. 

Janky describes a method and system for controlling an electronic device. A 
motion detecting component detects motion of the electronic device and generates a 
signal to the controller indicating the motion. The controller, in response to the signal, 
causes the position determining component to determine the geographic location of the 
electronic device. The geographic location is compared with a pre-defined zone and, in 
response to the comparing, a command is generated for controlling the electronic device. 
This invention has primary objective of security and theft applications. In addition an 
implementation of Janky requires the use of a separate electronic device. 

Second, Janky appears to be Non Analogous Art. Applicants' present invention is 
in class 725, while Janky is in class 701. In addition, as previously mentioned, Janky 
focuses on security and theft prevention. 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, there must be some suggestion or 
motivation, either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the reference or to combine reference teachings 
(MPEP 706.02(j)). There is no suggestion or teaching to modify Lee with Janky to 
produce Applicant's invention. If there is no teaching, there is no pima facia case for 
obviousness. 

In view of the above, Applicant respectfully submits that none of the art of record 
(alone or in combination) teaches, discloses or even suggests the invention as recited in 
each of Applicant's claims. Applicant further submits that all of the pending claims are 
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in condition for allowance. Withdrawal of the rejections and passage to issuance is 
respectfully requested. Applicant has canceled two claims and has added two claims. 
Applicants have also submitted formal drawings with this response. Applicant believes 
this reply to be fully responsive to all outstanding issues and place this application in 
condition for allowance. If this belief is incorrect, or other issues arise, do not hesitate to 
contact the undersigned at the below listed telephone number. 

Respectfully Submitted, 



Darcell Walker 
Reg. No. 34,945 
P. O. Box 25048 
Houston, Texas 77265 
713-772-1255 
July 9, 2007 
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